BI-DIRECTIONALITY IN LANGUAGE CONTACT
When languages come in contact, as they have for so long, one of the most obvious of the many interesting things that happen is BORROWING. English, for example, has taken many words from other languages from as early as the story of English began (McCrum et al 1986 , Baugh and Cable 1993 . More recently, we have examples like 'mango', 'curry', 'guanxi' which have been borrowed into English. We also have English, Philippine English and Singapore English. The contact of English and local cultures has been insightfully described by B. Kachru (1979 Kachru ( , 1986 Kachru ( , 1994a Roughly speaking, Englishization is the process in which English impacts upon a local culture and Nativization is the process in which English is indigenized by that local culture; both exemplified in the preceding paragraphs by the instances of borrowing in either directions. It goes without saying that language contact involves a cultural dimension, which has been studied in such works as B. Kachru (1983 Kachru ( , 1986 Kachru ( , 1994a , Iwasaki (1994) , Bolton (2003) among many others.
It has often been pointed out that separating the two processes of 'Englishization' and 'Nativization' is a difficult task, if not impossible. After all, as Kachru (1994a, b) has rightly pointed out, these are two faces of the same thing.
Within this framework of World Englishes and with particular reference to two Asian communities (Y. Kachru and Nelson 2006 and references therein) , this paper explores two phonological patterns from two varieties of English: Singapore (SgE) and Hong Kong (HKE). The two phonological patterns are listed in (2), examples and description will be given in a later section. The common thing about Singapore and Hong Kong is the overwhelming Chinese majority, though they differ in the kind of Chinese languages involved.
2 Hence, the study is primarily on the contact between the English language and the Chinese language(s).
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The exploration presented here takes a generative approach to linguistics (Chomsky 1965 (Chomsky , 1986 Chomsky and Halle 1968; McGilvray 2005) , and shows that even from the perspective of language competence, SgE and HKE 4 have evolved out language contact as a hybrid that cannot be reduced to the Englishes within the inner circle (see B. Kachru 1985 for the circles of Englishes), or to the local languages that English has come into contact with. By extension, all other new Englishes cannot be similarly reduced to any of the tributary languages. At least from the evidence of phonology, new Englishes are full grammatical systems (in the generative sense) of their own right. Thus, to the extent that this paper is successful in its enterprise, generative phonology can be brought to bear upon the study of new Englishes.
VARIATION IN NEW ENGLISHES
Before delving into the phonological data and their patterns, it is noteworthy that there is generally a lot of variation, which could arise from factors such as age, level of education, and socio-economic class (see Deterding 2007 for the case of Singapore, or Bolton 2002 for Hong Kong). For these reasons, it is often hard to get coherent and representative data. 5 One excellent, but possibly costly, solution is to obtain a corpus from a large number of speakers. While useful and informative in portraying the use of language in a given community, corpora do not provide negative data (that is, utterances that are unacceptable to the speakers) and do not lend themselves to experimentation. Further, if corpora data are aggregated over a number of individuals, there is no guarantee that one is still studying a coherent linguistic system, since different individuals would have very distinct mental grammars.
Consequently, an approach that uses corpora exclusively is untenable for research into the mental grammars of speakers of new Englishes. 6 Alternatively, working with only a few individuals extensively would allow an in-depth study the mental grammar of that person, taking care of some of the blind spots of corpus-research. However, such an approach raises the question of representativeness.
To bring generative linguistics to bear on the study of World Englishes, this study takes the latter approach of working with a few individuals, specifically from In addition to the more careful study of informants as given in the above paragraph, an ethnographic approach by observing SgE and HKE speakers in their natural habitats is used to verify the data collected from the key informants. With family and friends in both Singapore and Hong Kong, an ethnographic approach to observing the phonological patterns is not too difficult for the author. Where possible, pronunciation of each word in isolation is extracted from unguarded speakers through a cloze sentence by repetition leaving out the word in question. For example, 'John went to the ____, did you say?' might extract an isolated pronunciation of words like 'university' or 'hospital'. By and large, the data collected from the key informants are in agreement with the general observations made from a larger and wider set of speakers.
I hasten to clarify that the convergence of data does not mean that variation does not exist. What I am saying is that with respect to the phonological data that is the concern of this paper, the patterns are widespread and characteristic of the variety of English they belong to.
Having made clear how the data for this study is obtained, the next section proceeds to discuss the first of the two phonological patterns central to this study: LVocalization.
THE PECULIARITIES OF 'L'
Consider the following sets of data from SgE and HKE respectively. In (4) and (5), utterances are transcribed in IPA, using Chao's (1930) With respect to 'L' the pattern (4) and (5) can be generalized as follows:
(6) Laterals are disallowed in the coda.
Coda L in Singapore English
We begin by first considering the SgE data in (4). (4). Things take a turn, when more data is considered.
(12) Gemination (tones omitted for clarity)
The data in (12) Given the gemination facts, it is likely that if there were /l/ in the URs of the forms in (4), it would have interacted with (13), producing hetero-syllabic /l/-geminates. In other words, one can insist on assuming no underlying /u/ for the data in (4) if the derivation is as seen in (15).
(15) Derivation with /u/ using 'steal' (cf. (8) and (9))
The account in (15) is superior to the account in (8) because it has greater generality and simplicity. The Gemination Rule is independently motivated by data concerning consonants in general. Both the accounts in (8) and (15) came into contact with another language that forbids a coda lateral, the /l/ would vocalize rather than delete. This prediction appears to be largely true as can be seen from the fact that hardly any of the world's Englishes has 'steal' and 'kill' pronounced as anything like /sti/ and /ki/ respectively.
One can then draw, as an interim conclusion that in SgE, the URs for those lateral-final words are similar to Standard English: they have the /l/ ending and no vowel /u/ preceding the lateral. Trivial as this may seem, it is in fact an important observation. For one, it lends strength to the label 'Englishization', because we have now been able to establish that despite surface pronunciation differences, the URs are essentially identical.
The situation is actually slightly more complicated that presented here. The Chinese rime template in (16) allows a maximum of two elements (the minimal satisfaction of bi-moraicity of a syllable). In these cases, SgE has failed to borrow the English source in its entirety, reducing /pail/ to /pal/ and /mail/ to /mal/.
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Once that concession is made, the rest would simply follow from the derivation in (15).
Finally, consider 'whole'~'wholly' and 'call'~'calling'. In these cases, the [u] . This is in fact unsurprising since [u] and [] are both rounded, and ease of articulation would demand the assimilation of the vocalized /l/ to the preceding //. 'Whole' is slightly more interesting, but tangential to the central patterns of concern because it is really the result of the diphthong /əu/ being borrowed into SgE as /o/, again due to the rime template in (16).
Since /ə/ is less sonorous than /u/, it is the one that is elided. /u/ is lowered to /o/ (probably due in part to assimilation in Place of Articulation to the schwa) effectively maintaining the distinction between /ə/ and /u/ so that 'boat' and 'boot' are contrastive in SgE as it were in Standard English.
Coda L in Hong Kong English
As may be seen in (5) As mentioned earlier, HKE differs from SgE only in the laxer application of the rime template to cases like 'smile'. However, this is not to say that the rime template has no effect in HKE, which it does as can be seen from the split in gemination requirements. In HKE, gemination is used as a strategy for keeping all the syllables bimoraic, where that requirement has been met, no gemination occurs (17c).
(For a more detailed and technical treatment, see Wee 2007a).
Interim summary
In this section, we have seen the peculiarities of L in two varieties of English:
SgE and HKE. In many aspects they are similar, differing only in that SgE has the rime template applying to the URs; but in HKE, that applies after suffixation. This phonological pattern does not come from the Standard English source that has given the SgE and HKE words. Rather, it came about because of the rime-template imposed by the Chinese language(s) that forbids /l/ codas and that requires two phones to minimally meet bimoraicity. Given a situation like this, it is hard to say if English has become Nativized, or if the local population has become Englishized. With this interim remark, the next section moves on to discuss the presence of tones in HKE and SgE. (Lim 1996 , Lim and Tan 2001 , Ng 2004 .
ENGLISH WITH A TONAL SYSTEM

Interim summary
The discussion of tones in HKE and SgE underlines the construction of new While the study has concentrated on phonology, it is not the only area where one can find similar pieces of evidence for the indivisibility of Englishization and Nativization. Bao and Wee (1998, 1999) and Alsagoff and Ho (1998) 
ENGLISHNESS OF NEW ENGLISHES
With phonologies so different from that of Standard English, one might conceivably query if SgE and HKE may still be rightly called English, at least in the domain of phonology. To see this point clearly, any of the above items in (4) and (5) could have occurred in a sentence that contains hardly any items of English source, like (25a). In contrast to (25a), the pronunciations of (4), (5) to say that (4), (5) and (25b) would be English-like, but not (25a). The morphology in (4) and (5) evidently has an English source, and the pronunciations listed are clearly closer to English than to Chinese. One may also say the same for (25b) that contains the "n't" contraction not found in Chinese.
Thus, without making any presuppositions of the language in (4) and (5), one can still ascertain on the basis of morphology and of pronunciation that the data is more similar to English than to any other language. At the very least, any individual acquainted with English and Chinese would share the judgment that the speakers are producing some kind of English, hence to describe any community that is adopting such a speech pattern as speaking English would be justified in that sense.
Nonetheless, in the cases presented, evidence for the bidirectional interaction of English and Chinese is not hard to find. Firstly, it is noticeable that all the (i) examples in (4) and (5) correspond to English words that have a lateral /l/ ending.
While in most standard varieties of English that /l/ would be pronounced (mostly as the velarized []), there are no coda laterals in (4) and (5). This restriction on lateral codas is also found in Chinese, and it would be reasonable for one to make the link that in these cases, Chinese is contributing the phonological constraint on coda /l/s.
Secondly, in the (ii) examples of (4) and (5), one would notice that the syllables preceding /l/ are consistently heavy (i.e. bimoraic) and have maximally two segments in the rime (i.e. the rime is either Vː (long vowel), VV (diphthong), or VC (vowel-consonant sequence), and nothing else). There is no such constraint in most standard varieties of English, but it is a prevalent constraint in Chinese languages (recall the Chinese rime template in (16)).
A third piece of evidence comes from the systematic occurrence of tone in such data as (4) and (5). In the Singapore case, the final syllables systematically carry a high tone, while non-final syllables carry a mid tone. Tonal patterns in the Hong Kong utterances are more interesting, but nonetheless systematic. Monosyllables carry a high falling tone while disyllabic items typically begin with a high tone and end with a low tone.
There is thus no room for doubt, even in the very small set of data studied here and only from the domain of phonology, that there are strong Chinese flavors in the mix. What we see in (4) and (5) has an "English face" with lots of less conspicuous Chinese characteristics. Thus though the languages are to be named Singapore English (SgE) in (4) and Hong Kong English (HKE) in (5), one should remain mindful of the relevance of the substrate language.
Despite the strong Chinese character, the words in (4), (5) and the sentence in (25b) are certainly intelligible to most English speakers, even if with some difficulty.
The sentence (25a) would be entirely opaque to all English speakers who do not have any access to Mandarin. Intelligibility certainly gives us strong grounds for the Englishness of the new Englishes.
Evidence of intelligibility, though obvious and intuitive, should be taken with some caution. After all, a number of European languages are also intelligible to monolingual English ears (due in part to large amounts of borrowing into English).
Conversely, the very broad accents of some varieties of English (such as Doric of Northeast Scotland, Kirkpatrick 2006) can be totally opaque to the ears of Englishspeaking persons.
The mixed-characteristics of SgE and HKE suggest that SgE and HKE are interlanguages evolving along a continuum between the native language(s) and the target language, English. This is probably true in some sense, since evidently, each generation of English speakers in Singapore and Hong Kong appear to be different. Even if it is tenable to see SgE and HKE as interlanguages, it is uncertain if the target language is any particular variety of Standard English. In cases like
Singapore and Hong Kong, the British standard is still taught in schools due to their colonial pasts, but youths today are assimilating to American culture and technology rather than to those in England. 20 Rather, the target language for all speakers and learners of English must be one that is as diverse as the cultures that have come to see English (in all its forms and varieties) as a medium for global communication.
Placing SgE and HKE on the 'interlanguage' continuum brings to the foreground a somewhat unexpected twist in the phonological investigations of this paper. If one looks closely at the accounts of the two sets of phonological phenomena in the above sections, it should not elude the reader to notice that at least with respect to phonology, SgE appears to be more distinct from Standard English than HKE. In the study of L for example, one cannot fail to notice that the UR forms of SgE words and the UR forms of the HKE words are different: This conundrum is easy to solve when one recalls the idea that Englishization and Nativization are two sides of the same coin. By this analogy, if there is more of Nativization, there is also more of Englishization. The comparisons in (26) and (27) indicate that SgE has a somewhat stronger identity of its own. Seen along this parameter, Singapore is clearly more "advanced" in the development of her own variety of English than Hong Kong. Singapore has a greater degree of Nativization.
This explanation would predict that there should be a greater degree of Englishization 
Relevance of Generative Linguistics
The phonological data presented here is collected using the methods used in generative linguistics. Unlike typical corpora where naturally occurring data is collected studied and analyzed, the data here is collected through experimenting with the linguistic intuitions of the speakers, therefore reflecting their mental grammars (linguistic competences). It is on this cognitive basis that the systematicity of the patterns is significant. The study of the phonological facts presented in the preceding section shows that from this perspective, new Englishes are not partial or incomplete grammars. They do in fact have psychological realities. Recognizing that new
Englishes are not sub-Englishes is not new. What is perhaps interesting here is that in addition to sociolinguistic realities and philosophical justification, a cognitive approach would converge on the same conclusion.
Curriculum Planning
If it is true that the phonological patterns reflect a deeper mental organization of language, then it follows that the teaching of English must take into consideration the factors that contribute to the construction of such a mental grammar. It is fairly uncontroversial that the acquisition of a grammar is dependent on linguistic exposure.
Thus, SgE and HKE as acquired by the children in these communities are certainly the products of the bilingual and bicultural environments they belong. Kachru and Nelson (2006) for how World Englishes may be taught in an Asian Context). Given the cognitive and socio-economic realities of language, this is certainly a more viable path to take than one that aims for RP or Standard American.
Culture
Every locality has its own life and culture that demands its own communication system. Where life has existed before English, there will be inheritance from other languages. This is why SgE and HKE are the way they are.
Simplistic calls, such as those found in unqualified slogans like "Speak Proper English" or "Speak Good English", to assimilate to any of the Standard Varieties of English is undoubtedly going to lead to cultural loss. When a government demands its people to speak a foreign language without allowing it to be nativized, then the people are condemned to becoming shadows of foreign cultures.
Where English has found a new following in such places like Hong Kong or Singapore, English has also found a new life, picking up new words and new expressions. For example, the expression 'long time no see' came from the American Indians, and the words that English has borrowed from other languages ranges from 'aardvark' to 'Zen'. McCrum et al (1986) provide examples like 'eve-teaser' from India, a distinctly English sounding term, but created in South Asia. The Oxford English dictionary even includes an entry of 'lah', a highly colloquial Singaporean
English interjection (Simpson and Weiner 2000) . In Hong Kong, Hung (2007) suggests a potential contribution 'play computer', an expression used by many Hong Kong speakers to mean "to entertain oneself through the use of computers either to play games, to surf the internet, to chat or even to configure hardware". Thus this expression cannot be adequately captured by other more "grammatical" or "idiomatic" forms like "play with the computer" or "play computer games". Martha Cheung (p.c.) reports of another equally striking example from one of her students "On the one hand, …...; on the other hand, ……; on the third hand, … Thus, on many hands, …." These expressions are rich, vivid and colorful, and to dismiss them because they are not part of some fossilized grammar handbook is to deny English its own life and to deny a culture (not necessarily English) its own expression.
The call to recognize the validity of varieties such as HKE and SgE is not to say that one should be totally insulated from dominant varieties of English such as Standard British, American or Australian. In that sense, the Singaporean government is wise in urging its people to learn how to communicate with the rest of the world. 
CONCLUSION
This paper began with the observation that when languages come into contact, interaction happens both ways. With particular reference to English, the two processes are Englishization and Nativization, two faces of the same thing. Within this framework, two phonological patterns in HKE and SgE are studied from a generative perspective. The perspective taken here is generative in the sense that the data collected is based on probing the speakers' mental grammars and the analysis given is largely how those patterns may be generated by abstract rules and their ordering. The analyses add new evidence to the claim that new Englishes are not sub-Englishes, and should be treated without apology to native varieties. An interesting outcome of the study here is that it also offers a possible explanation to intuitive judgments about whether one community is more Englishized that another. In this case, English is more likely to be considered a language of Singapore than of Hong Kong; and the explanation is that firstly, English is more Nativized in Singapore and secondly, Singapore is also more Englishized.
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